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PARTNERS IN TECHNOLOGY
As was already mentioned this morning, this year is special for the
Federal Highway Administration--it is our 100th birthday or anniversary. It started long, long ago on October 3, 1893, with the Bureau of
Public Road Investigation and the Office of Public Road Inquiries. We
have come a long way since then. We have seen a lot of things come and
go--the old "object lesson" roads (some of the first roads that were ever
constructed in the country). We saw the Interstate System born and now
it has grown to fruition. We have seen things like SHRP come, and now
move into the implementation phase. We have seen our agency itself
move from the Bureau of Public Roads into the Federal Highway Administration.
Of course, I an:i sure all of you have heard that ISTEA has really
changed the way everybody does business. It has really changed the way
we do business, it has changed the way the states do business, and it has
changed the way private companies work with us and interact with us in
developing our national transportation structure. This afternoon I would
like to talk about this concept of public-private partnerships. I want to
talk about four specifics: (1) what these partnerships are, (2) what
benefits are we going to get out of the partnerships themselves, or why
do we have them, (3) the barrier to implementation of the partnerships,
and (4) where we go from here.
What are the partnerships? To have an effective partnership, the
first and foremost thing you need are players--people who are willing to
involve themselves in a partnership. Public-private partnerships, of
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course, need some type of public agency and the private sector. Those
have typically been the three key players in these partnerships--the
federal government and governmental agencies, the state and locals, and
the private sector. However, in the area ofIVHS and some other of the
SHRP areas, we have seen a strong emergence in the last decade or so of
the academic institutions. Although most of them fit under the state
government, they have become a separate formal player in a lot of these
partnerships. And, we have four different entities to deal with.
The second thing, and probably as important as the players themselves, is what each player has to bring to the table. A partnership will
not be effective unless everyone brings something to the table. If everyone doesn't bring something to the table, it is not a partnership, it is a
committee (everybody knows that is the last thing we need in government). Everybody has to bring something viable, valuable, that has some
tangible worth to the partnership and they have to be willing to offer it
for use by the partnership. To offer that resource, whether it be people,
money, expertise, products, services, whatever it is, they have to lay it on
the table to become an effective member of the partnership.
There are also motivations to think about--and that is a key in
forming these partnerships. When you contrast government and the
private sector, there is a big difference in motivation. The government is
not profit motivated and never will be. The private sector however is
profit motivated--they have to look at the bottom line, they have to look
at finding cost-effective ways to make money. We, as the government,
need to also find cost-effective ways to run our projects, but we don't
need to be worried about the bottom line, per se, in wondering whether
we are going to turn a profit this year. We are more budget-driven while
the private sector is more profit-driven. The state also fits into that
budget-driven category.
Then there are the hidden agendas. These are things that are often
not talked about at the table, and it is the downside to some of these
partnerships. We need to realize going in that everybody has his own
hidden agenda. The government agency is going to have its hidden
agenda (usually political), the state is going to have its hidden agenda
(also usually political), and so is the private company. These don't have
to be laid bare before everybody because often they are "closet secrets"
that none of us want to talk about in open committee. But everybody
needs to realize that their partners have these hidden agendas, they
have hidden items that they want to accomplish that they may not be
willing to voice in the openness of the partnership. This goes back to
trust. As was mentioned this morning, you have to know that your
partners, even though they have these hidden agendas, can still be
trusted to carry out the goals and ideals of the partnership and the
particular project on which you are working.
There are several good examples of public-private partnerships, but
my area of expertise is IVHS. Keep in mind that none of these principles,
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none of these issues apply strictly to IVHS, they apply to everything we
do. A good example is the Advantage 1-75 project, in which we are
involved at this time. It has a good mix, it shows not only interaction
between the governments of the United States and Canada, and the
states that are involved, but it also has private sector involvement from
the trucking companies. They are represented on the Policy Committee;
they have an input and they bring something to the table to offer to the
partnership itself.
Another really good example is TravTek. That project is probably one
of the better examples, one of the more unique examples, of a partnership. It brought together all the right players, and it took a lot of time
and effort, but they were able to bring together Florida DOT, the city of
Orlando, AAA, General Motors, and the Federal Highway Administration. Everybody in that project brought something to the table--whether
it was cars, equipment, digitized maps, money, expertise--and without
any one of those items the project never would have flown. If one partner
had been missing, it would never have been a viable project.
There were different motivations involved in this project as well. The
motivation behind FHWA's involvement was that we wanted to promote
and enhance the national IVHS program. I am sure General Motors had
a different objective, as well as AAA. I am sure they were interested in
the national IVHS program but their primary goal was probably not the
advancement of the program. There were the other issues such as the
institutional issues, the legal issues, the procurement issues--a whole
host of issues that had to be overcome by the partnership with everybody
working together. So, what good are these partnerships, why do have
them? If they are so much trouble, why do we put up with them?
Probably the main reason is because they bring together the folks
who have different responsibilities. The end result of these responsibilities is that we promote the national IVHS program as well as mobility.
The private sector's responsibility is to develop the technology and
market the product. That is something the federal government never has
done and never will do simply because it is not applicable. The state and
local governments' role is the selection, installation, operation, and
maintenance of these systems--again, something that the federal government or the private sector probably won't get involved in because that
role clearly always has and always will belong to the states. The federal
government's role is to insure nationwide compatibility so that when you
get in your car in Orlando and drive to Chicago, you don't have to have
seven different in-vehicle devices to make that trip. It also provides both
technical and financial support to the different projects. Another big
benefit to these partnerships is that we are actually able to accelerate
the process of nationwide deployment. Product development and deployment is a long, arduous, expensive process for private companies. You
are looking at research and development, you are looking at manufacturing tests, you are looking at field testing--it is an extremely long process.
With combined assets of the federal, state, and local governments, and
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the private sector, we are able to speed up the research and development, the field testing, and the final end result which is the marketing of
the products themselve s. We are able to bring these emerging technologies to the forefront quickly by providing opportuni ties to private companies to engage in field tests of their products, things that they otherwise
might not have had either the capital or the opportuni ty to do.
There are downsides, a lot of technologies that are brought to the
forefront are ones that never would have made it by themselve s because
either they are not needed, they are redundan t to existing technology, or
the market really wasn't ready for them. But, when you add it all up, I
think that there are more good examples of technology that has been
brought around a lot quicker than would have been otherwise .
The last benefit is that these public-pri vate partnersh ips help all of
the parties involved support the national mobility goals which I think
are something that everybody recognizes and realizes and seeks to
support in some way or another. By supportin g these, we can make the
goals of ISTEA a reality, which is a challenge for our agency as well as
for a lot of the states looking at the congestio n managem ent systems and
how we deal with the issues of congestion. These partnersh ips allow us
to engage in projects and activities that will help lessen the impact of
congestion on issues such as mobility, air quality, and safety. At the
same time, we are able to stimulate the economy through either the
creation or retention of jobs, the money that is poured back into the
economy to the defense conversio n effort since the end of the cold war as
well as the enhanced mobility that again feeds directly back into a
healthy economy.
There are barriers that we have got to overcome to these partnerships. The first one is paradigm s and that is a big issue. I think it is the
most importan t and probably the highest priority issue we need to be
dealing with today. The first of these paradigm s is the low-bid mentality.
A lot of engineers who have been around for a long time find it difficult
to think of why we need to do things differentl y when those things have
worked for 20 years. The low-bid scenarios don't really apply to these
partnersh ips, because in these partnersh ips the importan t factor is not
who happens to have the lowest cost, but who brings the most to the
table. And, more times than not, you may be looking at a situation where
the person who brings the most to the table is by far not the cheapest
person around to do the job. This may require changes to some state laws
and federal requireme nts. We have run into problems with some states
that want to do some of this radical procurem ent practices such as
modified A+ B bidding for some of their technical projects or technical
review. There have been some issues in Advantag e I-75 that needed to be
resolved in order to do something other than just this typical low bid.
That is an issue that needs to be addressed .
Also, the change-or der mentality (that is what I call it because I
couldn not think of a better name). This goes back to the "us versus
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them" scenario. The state and federal engineers are on one side of the
room and the private sector guys on the other side of the room lobbing
darts back and forth at each other with comments like, "Well, you
overran costs on the caulk and sealant that you didn't have enough to
complete the project, so we are going to knock off some of your fee
because you delayed the project two days." The private sector is lobbing
back with, "Well, you told us we would only need two cans and it turns
out we needed six." Everybody in these partnerships must cooperate and
contribute. That contribution may mean some sacrifices on everybody's
part, it may mean some sacrifices on project scheduling on our part. We
may have to agree to let a project slip a couple of months, but the private
sector also may have to agree to make some compromises there.
The differing motivations that are involved also become a problem.
But the most important point I think is that we must all be motivated by
one thing and one thing alone--the enhancement of safety, air quality,
mobility, and the reduction of congestion levels to make the movement of
people, goods, and services on our interstate and national highway
systems the best in the country, period. That should be our only driving
motivation, because if it weren't for those issues and that motivation,
none ofus would be here.
There are also statutory barriers that need to be overcome. These
barriers exist at the state, local, and federal levels. We talked about them
already--the low-bid scenario, the modified A+B, or the technical review
procurement practices--these must be overcome and this must be done at
the grass-roots level. We, as the federal government, (and often times the
private sector) find that we don't have any influence on individual states
and the way they set up their procurement practices.
Where do we go from here? Well, the IVHS program, as well as
others that involve these public-private partnerships (such as the SHRP
implementation program), will continue to evolve. The anticipated FY '94
fonding for the IVHS program is larger than we expected. The calls for
the early deployment projects similar to the one that came out this past
summer will be coming out annually. There will be a continuing operational test program, a little different in format. What we are going to do
from now on is release periodical calls for specific items, usually four or
five at a time. That will continue. The partnerships will be a key part of
this. This concept is still in its infancy, we are still learning as we go, but
it will evolve, just like all of our other programs have. And, it will evolve
because these benefits that we talked about earlier will become more
pronounced as we go. The concept of these public-private partnerships in
large part in the IVHS area was born with !STEA. I predict that it will
not end with ISTEA it will continue whether the next highway bill puts
the same emphasis on it as ISTEA did or not. We have discovered that
these are good things, productive things, and we as an agency will strive
to continue them.
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To summarize, the concept has created a win-win-win situation, we
win, the state and locals win, as well as the private sector. We not only
bring things to the table, we all walk away from the table happy campers
so to speak. We convert what we bring into what we need and walk away
from the table with it. For us, that is a growing, successful national
IVHS program. For the state and locals, it may be reduced congestion on
some of their urban facilities. For the private sector, it may be future on
products or technology that they have introduced on the marketplace.
Together in these partnerships, we are making ISTEA a reality. We are
bringing its goals and visions to fruition and seeing that we carry out the
mission that Congress has laid upon us.
This comes down to teamwork, we have all got to work together to
strive for the one goal, the one motivation. We have all got to bring
something to the table, be it expertise, technology, staff, money, facilities, whatever, and we have all got to share, not only the benefits, but
also the sacrifices. And, as Calvin said, we have all got to share the
opportunities, not the problems. Thank you.
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